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cel Joint Cominittee on Atomic En- Secretary Clements views the recent decision © 
‘sw ergy contends that “the specter of a Soviet - by the Senate not to adopt the Conference Com- 3 
first-strike capability with a reserve [re]-strike | : mittee Report on the Defense Authorization | 
capability may soon be at hand.” “In its recently Bill as a most ominous congressional problem: 
issued annual report, the comunittee, headed by “This turn of events is. very disturbing. Are We - 
Sen. John O. Pastore (D-R. I.) and Rep. Melvin i going to have to depend on another committee | 
Price (D-Ill), warned that continuation of the: [other than Armed Services} for overview rights . 
present massive R&D effort by the Soviets will , regarding our authorizations? If so, things could : 
gain them qualitative superiority, in addition to get very difficult for the entire executive branch, - 
“existing quantitative and throw-weight supérior- : from the White House to OMB and DoD, to 
ity” and thus will “raise serious questions about _ say nothing about the Senate and the House. _ 


the present strategic balance.” 


What ¢ ittee, if any, will have basi = 
The defense leader principally concerned with aah ear man Lae ates a etna ated 


sibility? I can well see why some people-in the 
the herdwars side of pcs pues cereer Senate are having second thoughts about the 
7 : whole matter.” 


ebie to us indicates that the Soviet effort ia - i 
the strategic arena—especially in the develop- 
ment of strategic systems—-—-exceeds our own. 
But Deputy Defense Secretary William P. Clem-_ 
ents, Jr., told Air Force Magazines that the ex- 
tent of their lead is not precisely known to US 
analysts: “Because of the lack of information 
coming out of the Soviet Union, our assessments . 
are not nearly as definitive as we would like 
thern to be. E am inclined to call our assess- | 
ments ‘guess-estimates, which don’t warrant: 
high confidence, especially so far as some of the 
numbers go. At the same time, I am willing 
to agree that however the Soviet R&D effort. 
in the strategic arena is measured against our - 
own, and expressed i im current dollars, the So- 
viets lead by a significant margin.” 

In Secretary Clements’ view, there are counter- 
vailing factors: “It is equally clear that there is a 
qualitative technology gap that is in our favor. 
I.am confident that given the present level 
of expenditures in the strategic R&D area, we , 
will not lose this qualitative lead. Possibly the 
gap will narrow somewhat between now and | 
the year 2000, but we can maintain a Jead of , very carefully under existing laws and directives. - 
some kind if. we continue to invest in our stra- - 


 .tegic capabilities at the present level in constant if’Congyress feels it needs more information on | 
dollars, But if the Céqproved#omRelpasi-2005/11/28 : ASN PORE PObSSUU Foose Con: 
tures, we could well become vulnerable and be | 
overtaken—in a technical sense—by the Sovi- : coined 


Arms Control impact Statements 
Secretary Clements is chary also of another: 
‘congressional proposal that could have serious 
eifect on proposed military R&D by requiring: 
that virtually all research projects be subject to: 
arms-control impact statements by the Anns 
Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), . 
certifying that no deleterious effects on arms con-: 
trol negotiations or proposals are likely to re-. 
sult from their peppemient elton: All DoD R&D | 
projects that can be envisioned to have a total! 
life-cycle cost of $250 million or more—if fully 
developed and deployed—would be siete! 
and, in effect, subject to a velo by ACDA. 
Secretary Clements, expressed the hope that 
“the Congress will not give final approval to the 
measure, It passed the Jlouse and Senate For- : 
oy eign Relations Committees, but ¥ believe that a - 
a close look at the bill will convince the Senate 
that the bill would just be a brake, or veto, on 
necessary weapons projects and yet would not . 
further the arms-control objectives we share 
with the Congress. We do consider arms control 


